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Part 1 


Exposing the Great Marxist Lie 


Brannon Parker is a white American from the USA living in 
Hawaii islands. He has great interest in the Indian history. He has 
also lived and studied in India. After reading all sorts of strange 
things about Indian history in the American schools, Parker 
began his independent research. Ultimately he reached the 
conclusion that most of the wrong information about India’s past 
has reached America via Indian authors themselves, especially 
through the books penned by Romila Thapar. Which is why 
Parker felt annoyed when, in April 2003, the US Congress Library 
appointed Thapar to its prestigious Kluge Center for research on 
the awareness of history in ancient India. After all, he is himself 
an American and not an Indian. He resented such waste of public 
money. He did not think it fit to remain silent. He wrote a letter to 
the US Congress: 


"What Romila Thapar will present after research ts already clear. 
She is obsessed with anti-Hindu and Marxist ideologies and has 
already spread much confusion about India. Then why waste public 
money for a determined Marxist onslaught on the Hindu 
civilisation? Hindu civilisation is the most ancient and most 
important civilisation in the world and much can be learnt from it. 
Why justify dishonouring it? As a friend of India I oppose it". 


By the US standards, it was an ordinary matter, but not for our 
beleaguered Marxists who are obsessed with a destructive 
passion: 'if we are finished, we'll ensure that even you won't survive as 
well'. So they invented a Hindu conspiracy behind Parker’s 
protest in the distant USA. With the help of their foreign cohorts, 
they started denigrating Parker as an agent of Hindu nationalists 
on a website called South Asia Citizens Web. (www.sacw.net). 


Parker was astonished. To those who had _ started the 
propaganda against him, Parker said: 


"The fact is you are acting fanatically and your reaction is very 
revealing. How many times have innocent people been demonised by 
your inappropriate name-calling? Are there people with a vested 
interest in denigrating Hinduism based on a need to create a more 
conducive atmosphere for conversion to Christianity? More 
converts, more money ?" 


What Parker told his accusers is applicable to most Marxists 
including Ms Thapar. Dr Karan Singh, then a senior Minister in 
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi's cabinet, once accused that 
"Romila Thapar, as a supporter of secularism, is destroying India 
with her interpretations of Indian history". 


In fact, any Indian who knows the true history of his/her 
own country, who knows the basics of Hinduism and the 
Indian tradition should have been as disturbed as Dr Singh. 
However, due to the indifferent attitude of the Hindu urban 
classes, they generally did not react to the writings of Romila 
Thapar. Many of our good scholars were even unconcerned 
about what she wrote. Those who did see what she wrote could 
obviously understand the innately political reasons behind such 


writings. 


Till very recently, the entire Western world, European scholars 
and even Christian missionaries recognised that in matters of 
religion, Hindus are the most tolerant people in the world. In the 
19 century Christian missionaries abused Hindu gods, for 
example ‘the terrible Kali’, ‘the obscene phallus’, ‘the foolish Ganesh’ or 
‘the lecherous Krishna’, but Hindu pundits just laughed it away. No 
anger or violence by Hindus was ever heard over such abuses. 
Islamic aalims and ulemas of the mediaeval period also knew 
about this characteristic Hindu tolerance. 


India is the only country in the entire world where persecuted 
people from outside distant lands in search of shelter were always 
treated with kindness and honour. Till recently, Hindu tolerance 
was well recognised by the entire world. 


However, the first blows of disaster struck when the overtly 
political aim of strengthening secularism was propagandised by 
our Marxist historians since the 1960s. The vilest form of this 
propaganda was to paint the Hindu past in dark colours. Their 
sustained propaganda, their importance owing to the high 
positions in academic institutions which they wrested by virtue of 
their political affiliations, and its mindless repetition by secular 
politicians - all this have brought things to such a pass. 


The psyche of our upper and educated class of Hindus is such 
that it accepts as true anything reflected back from the Western 
world. But, if we try to reach the root source by picking any 
thread as Parker did, we invariably find that the false impression 
of ‘Hindu intolerance’ and “Hindu Fascism’ has spread in the 
Western world only through the dirty propaganda done by 
Marxist historians. For example, another Marxist historian Irfan 
Habib states that “the Hindu nationalism of the RSS is close to 
(Hitler’s) Nazism than real Hindu nationalism”. 


This has been repeated by him and other Marxist historians at 
various forums. Because they hold high chairs and are politically 
influential, such propaganda is routinely publicised by the media 
and has become accepted ‘facts’ in the Western world. But these 
worthies have never undertaken a serious study of either Nazism 
or the Hindu nationalism of the RSS. For example, the Marxist 
Party still decorates its offices or congregations with the 
photographs of Stalin. No Hindu nationalist organisation has 
been observed using the picture of any Nazi leader. They never 
swear by any such figure. Nor their literature reveals any such 
material. Thus, Irfan Habib’s propaganda is entirely baseless. 


Let us consider the issue propagated by Romila Thapar and 
other Marxist historians that “Hindu kings too used to destroy 
temples.’ Not only common readers but intelligent academicians 
also cannot estimate the importance and long-term effect of this 
single line propaganda. It is that proposition on the strength of 
which all Marxist historians and their followers have been trying 
to balance the Islamic conquest and cruelties in India. Our 
Marxists publicise that intolerance and atrocities are as much a 
part of Hinduism as they are of Islam and by way of proof, 
Marxists have been repeating the lie that Hindu kings also destroyed 
temples. This proposition first appeared in 1969, in the booklet 
Communalism and the Writing of Indian History, produced jointly by 
Romila Thapar, Harbans Mukhia and Bipan Chandra. In the “anti- 
communal’ movement (actually just an anti-Hindu movement) led 
by Marxist historians, this propaganda has been used as the ace 


argument. 


But readers will be shocked to find how Marxist historians 
have deliberately popularised a falsehood only on the strength of 
their own official positions for so many years. This is one of the 
biggest academic frauds, a full verification of which would 


expose the Marxist historians as what they actually are: cheap 
political activists. Whatever little scholarly abilities they have had 
was always subservient to political goals. A serious examination 
of the above proposition, repeatedly propagated for almost four 
decades, proves it beyond doubt. In our general search we have 
found at least five facts, which render the proposition that Hindu 
Kings also destroyed temples totally baseless and fraudulent. They 
are as follows: 


1. No Marxist historian has ever carried out any study on the 
subject. 


2. Marxist historians did not accept Sita Ram Goel’s academic 
challenge disproving their propositions. 


3. Their example of King Harsha of Kashmir destroying temples 
is deceptive. 


4. The Marxist propaganda that Hindu kings also destroyed 
temples has no support from other historians. 


5. Marxist historians have repeatedly failed to defend their claims 
under rigorous examination. 


In the subsequent parts, we shall examine each of the afore- 
mentioned points in a fairly detailed fashion. 


Part 2 


How the Marxist Historians Fooled the Country Without Doing 
any Research on Hindu Temple Destructions 


An American scholar, Y.C. Rosser has written about her 
experience with Marxist historians, which is revealing. More so, 
because no Indian student has undertaken such a simple 


verification she did. After repeatedly hearing the propaganda that 
‘Hindu Kings also destroyed temples’, Rosser decided to dig deeper. 
She met the same Marxist historians who in the first place 
unleashed this propaganda. She was shocked to notice that every 
Marxist historian tried to evade or escape from the authenticity of 
such a serious topic by quoting someone else. In Rosser’s own 
words: 


"Having heard for more than a decade this claim (that Hindu 
Kings also destroyed temples) by anti-Hindus as an accepted fact, I 
naturally believed that such events... must have been well recorded 
in research papers on history, even though I had never seen myself 
any solid proof in support of the same. I met Harbans Mukhia who 
had mentioned destruction of temples by Hindus in an...article. (The 
Hindustan Times, March 19, 2000) I asked him what documents on 
the subject he has in possession. He told me that Prof. Romila 
Thapar has some information to support the proposition that... 
Hindu kings also used to destroy temples. He also said that he too 
had some references somewhere in his files. I wondered those files 
must be lost in dust by now because even though he has been 
repeating this story for so many years and has so many publications 
on mediaeval Indian history, but he has not written any research 
paper on such an interesting point he has been repeating so much. 
After some days, I met Prof. Romila Thapar and said that Prof. 
Mukhia told me that you can give me some information to support 
the theory that...Hindu rulers regularly destroyed temples in their 
neighbouring kingdoms. She said she has not written anything but 
an American research scholar, Richard Eton, has written something 
recently about it in the preface to his new book..." 


A classic case of liberally passing the buck. And this very 
Romila Thapar had so emphatically written way back in year 
1969 without a single shred of evidence: 


"Other reasons can be found when one turns to the tradition of 
Hindu kings and enquires whether any of them were despoilers of 
temples and idol-breakers". 


Note the hint that Romila Thapar gives: of an established 
tradition of temple desecration by Hindu kings; the only matter of 
enquiry being about the ‘reasons’ behind that! But fifty-one years 
later, Romila Thapar still has neither evidence nor any document- 
ation to offer to support her claim. The only recourse, as now as 
then, has been a feigned pretension to suggest gullible readers as 
if the fact is well-known and beyond dispute. 


The same trick has been used by the other purveyor, Prof. 
Harbans Mukhia. Back then, Mr. Mukhia was a mere lecturer in a 
Delhi college. He wrote in 1969 with the same, easy, over- 
confident style, in the same pamphlet co-authored with Ms 
Thapar: 


"Incidentally, many Hindu rulers also did the same (destruction) 
with temples in enemy-territory long before the Muslims had 
emerged as a political challenge to these kingdoms". 


Can one imagine that these worthy professors have fooled the 
entire academic circles and the nation for more than half a 
century? They were cocksure that “Hindu rulers also destroyed 
temples’ fifty years ago and have ever since repeated it countless 
times. But if one asks for evidence, these professors are quick to 
pass the buck to some random historian or scholar. 


It is clear that Romila Thapar and Harbans Mukhia have been 
doubly dishonest to their readers and students. First, to cover up 
the horrors of the destruction of the Somnath temple by Mahmud 
Ghazni, Romila Thapar concocted an entire ‘tradition’ of 
“destruction of temples by Hindu kings.’ Obviously what she had 
been saying all along was quite baseless. Otherwise she could 


have provided to Rosser at least some old reference (not a recent 
writing of Richard Eaton) on the strength of which she had so 
nonchalantly emphasized the ‘tradition of temple destruction by 
Hindu kings.’ Why does she refer to a ‘recently’ written--a mere 
article at that--by an American? What has been her own study on 
the subject? How did she reach such a far-reaching conclusion? 
Answers to such basic questions cannot be found. Because these 
eminences never studied the subject in order to reach any 
conclusion. They just manufactured the conclusion to shield the 
Islamic barbarities in Indian history, to balance it, evidence be 
damned. 


The second dishonesty in the aforementioned incident is that 
the two professors did not correct their mischief even after so 
many years, even being aware that the “fact’ is being repeated by 
their colleaguesll and students on the authority of their name and 
fame. In other words, all other propagandists/lecturers/ 
students/activists repeated the lie emboldened by a singular 
confidence: that it is written by Romila Thapar and Harbans 
Mukhia! And so it became a ‘fact’ for them and to a large number 
of gullible intelligentsia. The truth of the matter is that the neither 
Ms Thapar nor Mr. Mukhia ever written even a single article, 
leave alone a book, on the subject. 


This then is a good specimen of the kind of brazen propaganda 
that has passed for history in India since independence. 


However, the main question needs to be addressed, and 
addressed repeatedly: on what basis has Romila Thapar 
continuously peddled the lie that Hindu kings destroyed temples 
as a regular ‘tradition’? By her own admission to Y.C. Rosser, she 
did not study the subject; then on what ground did she write that 
1969 propaganda piece? The country has a right to know because 
it directly impacts national policy and future generations. 


The other sleight of hand that Romila Thapar has repeatedly 
indulged in was to quote the Rajatarangini, which refers to a 
single instance of a Hindu King who destroyed temples. By a 
bizarre twist of logic, she has justified the wholesale destruction 
of Hindu temples by Mahmud Ghazni and other Islamic 
invaders. But there's something even worse: Romila Thapar and 
her Marxist friends term Islamic invaders as visitors. At any rate, 
the Rajatarangini reference has become a Romila Thapar trade- 


mark over time. 


To understand the rationale behind the countless frauds 
committed by Romila Thapar and gang on Indian history and 
public discourse, one needs to understand the Communist 
psyche. This psyche is imbued with a terrible and permanent 
kind of blind belief about the world and ‘the cause.' All facts and 
events find a place in the communist psyche only in the system of 
that blind belief. Facts have no independent existence. Not only 
facts but all socio-political-academic work, its political utility, too, 
is animated by and coordinated with that belief, a religious 
dogma in reality. Thus, the Indian communist and Marxist 
approach has always been diehard anti-Hindu and pro-Islam as a 
rule. Those who come in contact with them also develop the same 
toxic psyche. 


Owing to her family's close connections with the Nehru 
dynasty, Romila Thapar was able to eventually occupy and 
monopolise all sorts of influential institutional positions, which 
she wielded with impunity. It was this and her close connections 
with the Communist Party of India that enabled her to don the 
garb of the most reliable ‘source’ for the fabrication that Hindu 
Kings had a "tradition" of destroying temples. It is worth noting 
that this selfsame fabrication was the main reasoning and basis 


put forward by the JNU historians in 1989 against the Ram 


Janmabhoomi movement. 


However, it is also interesting that despite Romila Thapar, 
Harbans Mukhia et al confessing that they had not studied this 
aspect, they have refused to discard their fiction owing to just one 
reason: they had understood its sinister political utility, which 
translates to mobilising the Muslim vote bank. 


Look at it from any angle and we find that the attitude of 
Marxist historians was even worse than that of a lowly politician. 
Genuine scholars shrink in horror at this sort of academic fraud 
and chicanery. 


Part 3 


Why Sita Ram Goel's Challenge Became a Nightmare for 
Marxist Historians 


On 2 October 1986, the Times of India published a long joint 
letter by 12 Marxist historians led by Romila Thapar. The opening 
lines of the letter accused the newspaper of being almost 
communal because it had in the recent past published two reports 
about Qutub Minar and Mathura, both of which highlighted the 
destruction and desecration of Hindu Murtis and temples in those 
places by Islamic rulers. Even if such discovery comes to light on 
its own, and no matter how reputed an institution has uncovered 
it, just the mere publication of such news implies communalism 


to the Marxist historians of India. 


In fact, this is an established Marxist technique in which 
accusation is the first tool, which puts an opponent on the 
defensive from the beginning and then the job becomes easy. 
Even when the arguments of a Marxist are pathetic and his logic 
faulty, accommodating it becomes a psychological urge for the 


opponent or interlocutor for the fear of being branded a 
communal. Indeed, for the longest time, being "communal" was 
considered derogatory by Hindus.l!l This vile psychological tactic 
has been exploited by the Marxists with great aplomb for the 
longest time because of a simple but deep-rooted factor in the 
Hindu psyche. A Hindu does never like to be called narrow- 
minded. A common Hindu will let go a view, even concede it 
against his own understanding just to ensure he is not called 
illiberal and ‘narrow-minded.’ This is his weakness, which in the 
past made Hindus accept even others’ intellectual dishonesty. 


If the interlocutor hesitates to concede the point, other harsh 
words could also be forthcoming for him. Just as ordinary, decent 
pedestrians want to steer clear of taunting by roadside bullies, 
our intellectuals are cautious about not being defamed by the 
Marxists in the secularist academic atmosphere prevailing in our 
country. This is not a far-fetched imagination, but a fact of our 
life. The well-known English writer Gurcharan Das wrote that 
such an atmosphere has been created for secularism that today if 
someone studies the Vedas, Gita, Upanishads, Ramayana and 
Mahabharata they are required to clarify immediately that they 
are not ‘Hindu Communalists’. More significant than this is the 
fact that any well educated Hindu today hesitates to admit that he 
is studying ancient Sanskrit works as if he is committing a crime. 
It is essential to realize that this atmosphere has been created 
because of the constant use of that tool: accusation and abuses by 
the Marxists. 


In that letter to the Times of India, Romila Thapar and gang, 
after enlightening readers and advising them on Mathura and 
Ayodhya, asked, “How far back do we go? Can we push this to the 
restoration of Buddhist and Jaina monuments destroyed by Hindus? 
Or of pre-Hindu animist shrines?” 


This is another typical Marxist technique. A mere assumption, if 
it is dear to Marxists, is presented as a familiar fact, as if it is long 
known and accepted by the entire world even if there is hardly 
any basis for such assumption. This technique put a psychological 
pressure on the interlocutor: either to accept the ‘assumption’ as a 
familiar “fact’ or be ready to be branded as ignorant, backward or 
having communal feelings. Doubting even imaginary propo- 
sitions of the Marxists invariably results in such a diatribe. 


Using the same technique, Romila Thapar has used the word 
"animists" (worshippers of animals) in the same category as 
Buddhist or Jain. The fact is the term ‘animist’ was used by the 
Christian missionaries in the 18-19t centuries to divide Hindus 
for their notorious conversion game. On the missionary 
insistence, the term was used once or twice in the census of 
British India and ‘animists’ were placed in a separate category 
from Hindus. But this caused difficulties to the British officers 
themselves to separate and differentiate. They found it difficult to 
separate animists from Hindus. After all, a person worshipping 
cows, bulls, snakes or Hanuman (a monkey, according to British) 
should be classified an animist or a Hindu? So this missionary 
insistence was soon given up by the British officers themselves. 
But our Marxists want to stick to that colonial missionary concept 
only because it targets the Hindus. 


However, some truly erudite scholars of history like Sita Ram 
Goel were greatly pained because of this cunning fiction of the 
‘destruction of Buddhist temples by Hindus’. And so, when Goel 
wrote his books on the very subject after years of painstaking 
research, he humbly invited the vocal Marxists for a discussion on 
the issue. 


On 27 June 1991, Goel sent Romila Thapar a questionnaire 
along with his book in which he had challenged the Marxists to 


supply evidence for the following, which would bring out a clear 
picture of temple destruction by Hindus, on the same lines as the 
record of the destruction of Hindu temples by Muslims exists. 
Here are the questions: 


1. A list of epigraphs which record the destruction of Buddhist 
and Jain monuments and Animist shrines by any Hindu at any 
time. 


2. Citations from Hindu literary sources describing destruction 
of Buddhist and Jain monuments and Animist shrines by any 
Hindu, at any time, at any place. 


3. The Hindu theology which says or even suggests that non- 
Hindu places of worship should be destroyed or plundered, or which 
hails such acts as pious or meritorious. 


4. A list of Hindu Kings or commanders whom Hindus have 
hailed as heroes for desecrating or destroying or converting into 
Hindu places of worship any Buddhist or Jain or monuments or 
Animist shrines. 


5. A list of Buddhist and Jain monuments and Animist shrines 
which have been desecrated or destroyed or converted into Hindu 
places of worship in the remote or the recent past. 


6. The names of places of Hindu monuments which stand on the 
sites occupied earlier by Buddhist or Jain monuments or Animist 
shrines, or which have materials from the latter embedded in their 
masonry. 


7. Names of Buddhist, Jain and Animist leaders or organizations 
who have claimed that certain Hindu monuments are usurpations, 
and demanded their restoration to the original occupants. 


8. Names of Hindu leaders and organizations who have resisted 
any demand made by Buddhists or Jains or Animists for the 
restoration of the latter’s places of worship, or called for legislation 


which will maintain the status quo, or cried “Hinduism in danger” 
or staged street riots in support of their usurpations. 


On reading this questionnaire, any person, whether historian 
or archaeologist or a common man, will agree that the issue can 
be settled only on the basis of the answers to the questions. 
Without providing answers to them, only hectoring and rhetoric, 
such as the above letter to the Times of India, would amount to 
propaganda. 


Of course, Romila Thapar and other Marxist historians did not 
provide any list to Sita Ram Goel. If they had any personal 
reservations against him, they could have published a separate 
book or research paper on the issue to bolster their stand. But 
they did not do that either. Note that they were twelve historians, 
all from the highly resourceful JNU, who had signed that letter to 
the Times of India wherein the reference was made to “Buddhist 
and Jain monuments destroyed by Hindus’. 


Despite being challenged on the point, till date, they have not 
been able to write even an article, let alone a book, which will 
throw light on the subject of destruction of Buddhist and Jain 
temples by Hindus. What is the inference of this telling silence? It 
is impossible to say that the topic is not important. Neither is it 
possible to argue that these historians lack time or ability in the 
field. After all, it was their academic duty to justify the written 
claim that they themselves made. As already mentioned, they 
have been referring to only the king Harsha of Kashmir (that, too, 
concealing his entire conduct) in support of their lie for the last 
fifty years. 


On the other hand, nobody has challenged the list or the books 
written by Sita Ram Goel about the destruction of Hindu temples 
and monuments at the hands of Islamic marauders. As we shall 


see later in greater detail, the Marxist reply to such writing is 
pathetic. Instead of a scholarly rebuttal, they merely indulge in 
personal attacks alleging that Sita Ram Goel is a political agent, 
branding him inconsequential, and incompetent, thus they try to 
sideline the issue. 


Consider the aforementioned questionnaire. How can the 
charge of destruction of Buddhist and Jain temples by Hindu 
kings be established without answering it? But, sidestepping the 
concrete point raised by Goel, Thapar replied on 10 August, 1991. 


"As regards the issues raised in the questionnaire included in 
your book, you are perhaps unaware of the scholarly work on the 
subject discussed by historians of various schools of thought. May I 
suggest that for a start, you might read my published lectures 
entitled “Cultural Transaction in Early India’?" 


As one can see, the lingo is full of arrogance, self-aggrandize- 
ment and a willful disparagement of Goel as if he has asked 
something beyond his comprehension. If anything, such an 
attitude cannot be the sign of a true scholar. But the noteworthy 
part is that Romila Thapar did not utter a word on Goel’s book, 
nor did she refer to any book which would address the points 
raised by him. She could easily have named one research paper 
out of “a variety of historians’ scholarly works which would 
answer Goel’s questions. Instead she was suggesting that reading 
her random lectures to a veteran and accomplished scholar who 
had done an MA in History and had dozens of books to his credit. 
As her answer shows, Thapar was unable to refer to any book or 
research on the question in hand. In which case, on what basis did 
she claim that there was a tradition of Hindus destroying 
Buddhist and Jain temples? A satisfactory answer will not be 
available, not in academic filed but only in the field of petty 
politics. 


After receiving her reply, Sita Ram Goel again wrote back to 
Romila Thapar in detail. In his reply, he had analyzed some 
literature suggesting the possibility of Buddhist and Jain 
monuments destroyed by Hindus, mentioned certain contra- 
dictions and lack of clarity in the pamphlet that she (Thapar) 
herself had referred him. Typically, Romila Thapar did not reply 
thereafter. 


Later on, Goel also presented a systematic analysis of the 
lecture she had advised him to read. The analysis is very useful in 
understanding the Marxist politicking on the issue. At this point, 
it is sufficient to say that the lecture by Romila Thapar did not 
answer a single question raised by Goel. 


For further reading... 


1. Hindu Temples: What Happened to Them, Vol.2 (Sita Ram Goel) 
2. WRAY ATFAATT Shale TEA (St. MHL MT) 


